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CALL TO ORDER
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Li ndsay Wolter, Assistant Attorney General, Civil Division,
Envi ronnent al Section, Departnent of Law.

SUMVARY
HB 103 PONER PRQJECT; ALASKA ENERGY AUTHORI TY

CSHB 103(FIN) was REPORTED out of Conmittee with
a "do pass" recommendation and wth two new
fiscal i npact notes by the Departnent of
Commer ce, Community and Econom c Devel opnent .

HB 104 ALASKA PERFORVANCE SCHOLARSHI PS

CSHB 104(FIN) was REPORTED out of Committee with
a "no recommendation” and with two zero notes by
t he Departnent of Revenue, one indeterm nate note
by the Departnent of Education and Early
Devel opnent , and previously published fiscal
note: FN3 (EED).

HB 183 APPLI CATI ON OF VI LLAGE SAFE WATER ACT
CS HB 183 (FIN was REPORTED out of committee
with a "do pass" reconmendation and with attached
previ ously published fiscal note: FN 1 (DEC).

SB 102 AK AFFORDABLE HEATI NG PROGRAM PAYMENTS
SB 102 was SCHEDULED but not HEARD.

#hb103
HOUSE BILL NO. 103

"An Act relating to the procurenent of supplies,
services, professional services, and construction for
the Alaska Energy Authority; establishing the Al aska
Rai |l belt energy fund and relating to the fund;
relating to and repealing the Railbelt energy fund;
relating to the quorum of the board of the Al aska
Energy Authority; relating to the powers of the Al aska
Energy Authority regarding enployees and the transfer
of certain enployees of the Alaska Industrial
Devel opnment Export Authority to the Al aska Energy
Aut hori ty; relating to acquiring or constructing
certain projects by the A aska Energy Authority;
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relating to the definition of 'feasibility study' in
the Al aska Energy Authority Act; and providing for an
effective date."

2:07: 19 PM

Vi ce-chair Fairclough referred to previous testinony
related to Coastal Zone Managenent [HB 106]. She relayed a
communi que from Mayor Dan Sullivan that the Cty of
Anchorage has no formal position on the issue.

Vice-chair Fairclough MOVED work draft CSHB 103(FIN) (27-
GH1822\1, Kane, 4/11/11) as a working docunent before the
comm ttee.

Co-Chair Stoltze OBJECTED for discussion.

SARAH FI SHER- GOAD, DEPUTY DI RECTOR OF OPERATIONS, ALASKA
ENERGY AUTHORI TY, DEPARTMENT OF COVWERCE, COWUN TY AND
ECONOM C DEVELOPMENT, expl ai ned the CS. She comuni cated the
differences between CS HB 103 ENE and the CS. The Energy
Commttee version allowed Al aska Energy Authority (AEA) to
own and construct new projects. The CS narrowed the focus to
one specific project; the Susitna Project. The CS del eted
the creation of a new Alaska Railbelt Energy fund but
mai ntai ned the existing Railbelt Energy fund in statute.

Ms. Fisher-Goad pointed out that the CS renoved the
provision allowng AEA to hire staff and avoided staff
transfers from Alaska Industrial Devel opnent Expor t
Authority (AIDEA) to AEA. The CS nmintained the status quo
and elimnated five of seven fiscal notes. The fiscal notes
were restructured down to two: one AEA project fiscal note
and one AIDEA fiscal note to hire the positions funded by
i nter-agency receipts.

2:11: 24 PM

Ms. Fisher-Goad furthered that the CS deleted a provision
allowing AEA to form a subsidiary corporation. She believed
subsidiary authority was necessary in the future. AEA could
advance the project and file the prelimnary permt
application with the Federal Energy Regulatory Comm ssion
(FERC) without subsidiary authority.

Ms. Fisher-Goad added that the CS would al so grant approval
for the Reynolds Creek Hydroelectric Project and Cordova
El ectric Cooperative Hunpback Creek Project |oans. She
expl ai ned that approval did not require AEA to issue the
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| oans. The provi si on was nerely t he | egi sl ative
aut horization required by statute to access a |oan or grant
over $5 million fromthe power project fund.

Ms. Fisher-Goad concluded that the CS authorized AEA to
exercise emnent domain related to the Susitna project. She
related that em nent domain was not necessary through the
prelimnary FERC process; the FERC would eventually grant
AEA em nent domain authority.

Representative Gara asked why the previous version
authorized AEA to directly hire staff. M. Fisher-Goad
explained that for the last 18 years AEA nmaintained a
contractual personnel relationship with Al DEA. The decision
to conpronmise on the issue was a matter of priorities to
advance the legislation on to the FERC process in the fall.
Representative Gara wondered if the decision was AEA s and
open to conmttee di scussion.

2:15:14 PM

Ms. Fisher-Goad replied it was her decision to offer the
conprom se to progress the | egislation

Representative Gara stated concerns. He acknow edged
consensus in the legislature to build a big hydropower
project. He referred to discussions about a choice between
the Chakachama or Susitna hydroelectric projects. AEA
reported less fisheries inpacts with the Susitna project.
He contacted the Departnent of Fish and Gane (DFG. The
departnent's response was to propose a study of potential
impacts. He was concerned that the possible fisheries
inmpact on the Susitna was not known. M. Fisher-Goad
reported that the FERC process nmandated studies on
potential environnental inpacts.

BRI AN CAREY, ENGQ NEER, ALASKA ENERGY AUTHORI TY, DEPARTMENT
OF COWMMERCE, COVMUNITY AND ECONOM C DEVELOPMENT, expl ai ned
that the AEA prelimnary decision docunent reported on the
both projects fisheries inpacts. The findings were
devel oped from discussions with various resource agencies,
hydrol ogi sts and biol ogi sts. The FERC process required that
the licensee and resource agencies carry out extensive
additional studies on fisheries inpacts. Representative
Gara stated concerns on the inpacts of hydro-dam created
high water and lowwater flow tines on the Susitna River
and the inpact on salnon and rai nbow trout downstream He
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worried that during lowwater flow the downstream river
braids could dry up. M. Carey replied that environnental
contractors were conducting current data gap analysis to
deternmi ne further areas of study.

2:19: 36 PM

Representative Gara wondered why prelimnary reports stated
that fisheries inpacts were less on the Susitna when the
truth was inconclusive. M. Carey explained why the
prelimnary report favored the Susitna project. He
communicated that a significant salnobn run returned to
Chakachama Lake. The Chakachamma project would divert
water away from the |ake and create a new drainage;
resulting in an inadequate water supply to maintain the red
salmon run. In addition, the Trading Bay State gane refuge
wet | ands, | ocated downstream would dry and | ose habitat for
water fowl and salnmon. The amount of water needed to
protect the salnon and the wetlands refuge woul d reduce the
anount of ener gy generati on and render operation
uneconom cal. Prelimnary studies suggested that the water
flow required to sustain salnmon runs on the Susitna was
sufficient if restricted and regulated through |I|icense
condi ti ons.

Represent ati ve Neuman spoke to concerns by the people in his

district about the Susitna project. He asked for
clarification on the FERC process. M. Fisher-Goad referred
to the "FERC Licensing - Public Processes”"(copy on file)

meno distributed to commttee nmenbers and the public. She
announced that AEA was conmmtted to follow a very extensive
public process. The public process would begin once AEA
filed the prelimnary application for FERC licensing. The
process i ncl uded ext ensi ve conmmuni cat i ons W th t he
st akehol ders. The Authority would establish working groups
conprised of stakeholders, state and federal resource
agenci es, tribal or gani zati ons, non- gover nient al
organi zations, and nenbers of the public. She assured that
whet her AEA applied for an alternative or integrative
Iicense, the public process was exhaustive.

2:23:56 PM

Representative Neuman referred to the power of emnent
domain and asked how many |and owners were affected. M
Carey replied that the issue affected |less than ten; state,
federal, or corporate land owners. Representative Neuman
advised that State and FERC oversight was warranted to
ensure a system of checks and bal ances.
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Representative Doogan noted that the CS was substantially
different than the l|ast version he had reviewed. He cited
page 3, line 30 "to acquire a Susitna River power project"”.
He asked if the |anguage was vague for a reason. M.
Fi sher-Goad reported that the intent of the CS was to
define the Susitna project at the Witana |ocation but
remai n broad enough not to bind it to a nore specific site.

2:28:18 PM
AT EASE

2:31:44 PM
RECONVENED

Representati ve Doogan queried the appropriation of Railbelt
Energy Fund noney for the Susitna project.

Co-Chair Stoltze informed that the Senate proposed a
Capital budget appropriation of Railbelt Energy Funds for
$65.7 mllion. M. Fisher-Goad corrected that the funds
were conprised of general funds appropriated for the
Susitna project. She explained that the funding source for
the AEA fiscal note for contractual services was Capital
| nprovenent Projects (CIP) receipts. The AIDEA fiscal note
refl ected personnel costs.

Vice-chair Fairclough noted that the AEA fiscal note
depicted increased costs in the out years. She questioned
why the new AIDEA fiscal note ($1.125 mllion) was only
funded for one year. M. Fisher-Goad expounded that the
AIDEA fiscal note reflected the funding transfer for
personnel from AEA interagency receipts. In FY12 the costs
would roll into the base of the budget. The AEA fiscal note
carried out the cost for the positions in the out years.

2:35: 04 PM

Vice-chair Fairclough thought the AIDEA fiscal note was
incorrect. M. Fisher-Goad offered to anend the AlDEA
fiscal note. Vice-chair Fairclough clarified that the CS
elimnated creation of a new Railbelt Energy Fund but a
vehicle existed to receive noney for the project. M.
Fisher-Goad affirned. She reiterated that the existing
Rai | belt Energy Fund remained in statute.
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Vi ce-chair Fairclough noted that the energy version of HB
103 provided for creation of subsidiaries to protect the
state. She asked how the state was protected under the CS
Ms. Fisher-Goad restated that AEA nust create a subsidiary
in the future. Subsidiary creation was not necessary in the
prelimnary stage of the project. AEA would request
subsidiary authority once the FERC process was conpleted
and a financing plan was energing. A subsidiary corporation
was necessary to forma financing structure.

Vice-chair Fairclough alluded to a threatening email from a
concerned Al askan. She hoped that frustrated people would
communicate with legislators rather than nake threats. She
hoped that all voices are heard in nmeani ngful dialog.

2:41: 04 PM

Co- Chair Thomas conm serated with Vice-chair Fairclough. He
di stanced hinself from anyone in his district involved in
making threats. He referred to the disturbing email and
advised "If you don't like the show, shut it off."

REPRESENTATI VE  LANCE PRU TT, CO CHAI R, HOUSE  ENERGY
COWM TTEE, approved the CS version under discussion. He
addressed the intent of CS HB 103 (ENE). He expl ained that
the Energy Committee version planned for the Susitna
project long term The energy version provided AEA the
aut horization to proceed well into the future and included
additional authority for other projects. He stressed that
the Susitna project was the backbone behind CSHB 103 (ENE)
He felt that the new CS was "pared down" but the intent to
proceed with the Susitna project was the sane. He pointed
out that AEA would not have the sane authority or autonony
in the CS.

Representative Pruitt addressed why the Chakachama Proj ect
was not considered. He stated that the fisheries issues
were vast. There were five salnmon runs in the river. He
descri bed how the fish behaved. They would not be able to
travel back through the tapped lake to the ocean. The
Chakachama project would elimnate the runs. He stated
that the Susitna project would have m nimal inpact conpared
to Chakachamma. The $65.7 mllion would include extensive
st udi es.

Representative Pruitt confirmed that the Senate version
included funding for the project in the capital budget. He
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believed it was vital to keep the project in the budget. He
referred to the subsidiary issue. He spoke to concerns in
the Senate. The suspicion was that an organization w thout
| egi slative control would misuse their autonony  if
authorized to create multiple subsidiaries. He noted that
the new CS limted AEA to the creation of one subsidiary.
He hoped that would waylay the fears. A subsidiary does not
have authority beyond the owner conpany’s authority. The CS
granted enough authority to begin the process and issue
bonds. He assured that AEA exercised restraint wth bonding
authority in the past.

2:47:11 PM

Representative Pruitt appreciated work done on the CS. He
believed that it was a step in the right direction. He
noted w de support from both bodies and both parties. The
project would benefit Anchorage and the Railbelt region,
Val dez, and sone rural regions. He argued that iif the
Susitna project was constructed in the 1980's the Kenai LNG
[liquefied natural gas] plant would operate today and an
established |lowcost form of energy. He warned that the
| onger the delay, the nore expensive the project and energy
costs to the consuner.

Co-Chair Stoltze appreciated all of the work done on the
| egi sl ation by both bodies and both parti es.

Co-Chair Stoltze REMOVED his QIBECTION to adopting the CS.
There being NO OBJECTIQON, it was so ordered.

Representative Guttenberg asked for nore information about
AEA's em nent donmain authority. He wondered how nuch and
what kind of property was involved. WMS.  Fisher-Goad
answered that the FERC licensing process would provide AEA
some authority to exercise emnent domain. She added that
it was premature to predict AEA's application of em nent
domai n.

2:51: 34 PM
Representative GQuttenberg asked if FERC wll grant AEA
em nent domai n authority regardl ess of | egi sl ative

approval. Ms. Fisher-Goad affirned that the FERC I|icensing
process will provide the authority.
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Representative CQuttenberg asked what the difference was
between the alternative and integrated FERC |icensing
process. M. Carey explained that there were three
different licensing processes: integrated |icensing process
(1P, alternative licensing process (ALP), and the
traditional 1licensing process (TLP) wused in the 1980s.
Currently, the ILP was the default |icensing process for
FERC. The FERC preferred the |ILP because it nmandated very
specific tinmelines the licensee and resource agencies nust
meet. Much of the licensing in Al aska used the ALP. The ALP
provided nore latitude in the timng of the |icensing
process. The timng worked nore favorably w th conducting
studies during Al aska's extrene seasons. He added that the
ALP was a nore collaborative process and not as tight on

timelines. The overall process can take nore tine.
Representative (Quttenberg requested that AEA research
whether the different licenses dictate different tinelines

for the public process.

2:55:18 PM

Representative Edgnon identified the words "acquisition”
and "acquire" in the legislation. He asked if the
legislation set up the ability for AEA to own a nmulti-
billion dollar energy project. M. Fisher-CGoad affirned.
Representative Edgnon asked if the bill allowed utility
conpanies to partner with AEA on the project. M. Fisher-
Goad referred to the Bradley Lake project. She el aborated
that AEA owns the Bradley Lake hydroelectric project. The
Bradl ey Lake Project Mnagenent Conmttee conprised of
utility conmpanies co-managed the project with AEA The
Aut hority contracted with Homer Electric Association to
operate the project. She viewed the Bradley Lake structure
as the appropriate nodel for the Susitna project.

Representative Edgnon asked how the Susitna project wll
help the power situation in rural Al aska. M. Fisher-Goad
mai ntained that lower costs in the Railbelt directly
i npacted rural Alaska through the Power Cost Equalization
(PCE) program weighted average cost. The floor for PCE
rates were established by a weighted average rate paid
bet ween Anchorage, Fairbanks, and Juneau. Less expensive
Rai | belt energy costs directly correlated to a greater PCE
range for rural communities.

Co-Chair Thonmas asked if a power-sales agreenent was
requi red before the project was approved.
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2:58:44 PM

Ms. Fisher-Goad reported that although not explicit in the
| egislation the power-sales agreenment between the utilities
purchasing the power and AEA was required at the tinme the
license was issued in order to develop the financing plan
Co-Chair Thomas queried the repercussions of operating
costs exceeding the power-sales agreenent. M. Fisher-Goad
rem nded the conmttee that the project was in its infancy.
Li cense restrictions will reveal increased project costs.

Representative Gara announced that the fisheries on the
Susitna River were much nore inportant than on the
Chakachuma Lake. In addition, the legislature received
information that the Chakachuma Lake project could sustain
a fish run and generate power. He asked how the concl usion
was reached that the fisheries inpact was less on the
Susitna. M. Carey explained the differences between both
projects fisheries inpacts. He related that resource
agencies have conditional licensing ability or "mandatory
conditioning”; part of their duty to protect the fisheries.
The highest priority with the Chakachuma project was to
protect the salnmon run for the bears and eagles of the
national park [Lake Cark National Park]. Regulating water
fl ow between the power tunnel and the river to sustain the
runs would be difficult with a lake tap on Chakachama
Lake. Mopst of the salnon runs on the Susitna R ver use side
channels or rivers. He added that the location of the
Wantana Dam would only wuse 16 percent of the flow of
Susitna River's total flow Flow reductions down river
remai ned above historic flow mninuns. License conditions
would regulate river flow reductions. Extensive spawning
ground studies were required. The draft environnental
statenent from the 1980's reported a positive inpact to
mai n stream Chi nook sal non popul ation on the Susitna River.
In addition, mtigation noney was available to DFG for
habitat enhancenent along the Susitna to mtigate any
potential inpact. He concluded a possible overall positive
i mpact on the fisheries with mtigation.

Representative Gara asked for project cost estimates and
gueried if a state subsidy was required. M. Fisher-Goad
reported a current cost estimate of $4.5 billion. AEA
worked with a financial firm to produce a nodel that
established the state participation's effect on power
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costs. Unknown |license conditions and material costs nake
rough estimates difficult to determ ne.

3:07:29 PM

Ms. Fisher-Goad shared a sinplified estimate. The formula
was 50 percent of the cost of the project at approxinmately
$0.06 or $0.07 whol esale power costs. She qualified that
until the nodel was conplete cost estimtes or state
subsi dies were al nost inpossible to predict.

Vice-chair Fairclough asked what amount of acreage was
involved in emnent domain. M. Carey reported that the
property owners at the reservoir area were: Bureau of Land
Managenent (BLM (state selected land), state |and, and
Native Corporation |and (Tyonek and Cook Inlet Region, Inc.
(CR)). The project estimted twenty thousand acres of
| and subnmerged at the reservoir. Negotiations to purchase
or trade property wth Tyonek and CIRI would occur. Vice-
chair Fairclough discussed that the committee nenbers

recei ved emai | from concerned citizens. She felt
consideration of em nent domain was part of the conmttee
process. She wondered about the concerns. M. Carey

responded that individual property owners did not occupy
land at the damsite or the intertie at Gold Creek.

Vi ce-chair Fairclough probed if it was possible for a no
build recommendation or "record of no decision" after the
FERC public process. MVs. Fi sher-Goad affirned. She
identified multiple opportunities during the FERC |icensing
process and future points suitable to consider a no build
recoommendation related to alternative costs of power.
Di scussions at the financial |evel about reasonable costs
of power and legislative funding or failure to execute a
power - sal es agreenent could foster a no-build approach.

Ms. Fisher-Goad disclosed that AEA received concerns by
residents that |ive near the dam site. She reported
concerns related to effects on local business, seismc
activity, and catastrophic dam failure. She suggested that
the public concerns were varied and not necessarily focused
on em nent domai n.

3:13: 20 PM

Vi ce-chair Fairclough referred to the coastal trail project
in Anchorage. She reported that the state reached a record
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of no decision based on the trail's inpact on property
owners. The federal governnent had concurred. The state
does not grant em nent domain lightly. She referred to page
3, line 4, of the CS "to enter into the contract with any
persons and the United States”" and wondered how the
| anguage inpacted the Al aska Energy Authority. M. Fisher-
Goad replied the | anguage was currently in the statute.

Representative Neuman wondered whether there was an
opportunity for the legislature to pull the plug on the
project if it was not in the best interest of the state
Ms. Fisher-Goad replied in the affirmative. The |egislature
could restrict any future funding for the project.

Representative Doogan referred to the phrase "reasonable
cost of power." He wondered how the departnent determ ned
reasonabl e cost of power. M. Fisher-Goad infornmed that the
agency would determ ne reasonable cost of power in the
future when AEA solicited legislative appropriation to
begin the project. The reasonable cost depended on the
anount the state contributed to buy down the cost of power
and fund construction costs. She speculated that a
reasonabl e cost of power would not provide rate shock to
t he utilities. Representati ve Doogan asked for
clarification. He recapped that the project required a
state subsidy and at some point the legislature was
expected to pay down the costs at an undeterm ned anount to
provi de affordabl e power.

3:19: 08 PM

Ms. Fisher-Goad affirnmed. She relayed that AEA's financia
anal yst, Seattle Northwest, concluded that a project of
Susitna's magni tude could not recover costs through revenue
(utility rates). The expectation involved a scenario
simlar to Bradley Lake Hydroelectric project; funded by 50
percent state participation. She referred to a neeting with
FERC and the congressional delegation in Washi ngton DC. She
|earned that through special congressional action the
project was eligible for an |IRS waiver for tax exenpt
fi nanci ng.

Representative W/l son believed that the bill mght not work
out as well for Anchorage than for Fairbanks. She wondered
how that was reflected in the formula. M. Fisher-CGoad
responded that the power sales agreenent would provide a
whol esal e power cost from AEA to the utilities simlar to
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Bradl ey Lake. She noted that Bradley Lake Hydro provides
Golden Valley Electric sonme of its cheapest power. She
added that Anchorage has |ess expensive power costs.
Representative WIson wondered whether it would be possible
for Fairbanks to receive nore generation from the Susitna
project than Anchorage to hold down rates. M. Fisher-CGoad
responded that it depended on how nmuch of the capacity the
Fai rbanks wutility conmtted to purchase based on their
proj ected generation needs.

Co-Chair Stoltze offered that he did not know how to define
r easonabl e cost.

3:23:29 PM

Vi ce-chair Fairclough questioned the accuracy of the new
fiscal note. She requested to anended the new fiscal note
FN (CED) (4/12/2011 3:00 PM. She advised that the addition
of eight new enployees each year was incorrect. She was
uncertain t he i nt er - agency receipts wer e correctly
appropri at ed.

Representative Doogan cited FN (CED) (4/11/2011 5:00 PM.
He asked if the $1,763.mlliom CIP receipts in FY 12
indicated a transfer of funds to the other fiscal note
(4/12/ 2011 3:00 PM FN (CED). Ms. Fisher-Goad affirnmed that
a transfer applied to a portion of the funding. She
identified the transfer of $1.125 mllion in FY 2012 from
AEA inter-agency receipts to AIDEA to fund the positions.
The ot her project funds remai ned an AEA appropriation.

Vice-chair Fairclough clarified that the tw fiscal notes
relevant to the CS were FN (CED) (4/11/2011 5:00 PM and
(4/12/ 2011 3:00 PM) FN (CED).

3:28:14 PM

Co-Chair Stoltze asked if an annual report on the project
was required. Ms. Fisher-Goad replied that she was
expecting to report quarterly.

Representative Edgnon pondered including a reporting
requirenent in the legislation. M. Fisher-Goad opined that
it was not necessary since the request was on the record.

Represent ati ve Edgnon noved Conceptual Amendnent 1
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Require AEA to submt an annual report to the
| egislature due at the start of each legislative
sessi on.

There being NO OBJECTION, it was so ordered. Conceptual
Amendnent 1 was adopt ed.

Co-Chair Stoltze asked if AEA expected to exceed that
requi renent. Ms. Fisher-Goad affirned.

Representative Gara asked if the fiscal notes appropriated
$67 mllion from the Railbelt Energy Fund. Ms. Fisher-Coad
responded that the fiscal notes reflected the operating
budget portion of the appropriation for facilities and
staff. The studies and contractual costs remained capital
budget expenditures.

Representative Costello referred to the Al aska Rate Payers
group, who worked for decades on the Susitna project. The
group advocated for alternative |egislation. She nentioned
exceptions from the personnel act and changi ng who retained
the authority to set rates. She offered to share the
information with AEA at a later date. She asked if the
authority was aware of the group and if they m ght address
the issues in the future.

3:33:25 PM

Ms. Fisher-Goad reported that AEA engaged in frequent
di scussions wth the rate-payers. She indicated their
position was to create an independent entity to advance the
project. She countered their position was in opposition to
HB 106 which established AEA as the agency to carry the
project. She asserted that AEA was the nobst experienced
entity to expedite the FERC process. The |legislation
refl ected t he Governor's preferred structure. An
investigation into what a nore autononous agency provided
that AEA cannot was a legitimate policy question for the
future. She pl edged continued dialog with the rate-payers.

Co-Chair Stoltze reported for the record that he had a
relative involved in the rate-payers group

Vi ce-chair Fairclough MOVED to report CSHB 103(FIN) out of
Commi ttee W th i ndi vi dual recommendat i ons and t he
acconpanying fiscal notes. There being NO OBJECTIQN, it was
so order ed.
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CSHB 103(FIN) was REPORTED out of Conmittee with a "do
pass"” recommendation and with two new fiscal inpact notes
by the Departnent of Commerce, Conmmunity and Economc
Devel opnent .

3:37:39 PM
AT EASE

4:06: 27 PM
RECONVENED

#hb104
HOUSE BI LL NO. 104

"An Act renaming the Al aska performance scholarship
and relating to the scholarship and tax credits
applicable to contributions to the scholarship;
est abl i shi ng the Al aska per f or mance schol arship
investnment fund and the Al aska performance schol arship

award fund and relating to the funds; maki ng
conform ng anendnments; and providing for an effective
date."
4:06:42 PM
Vice-chair Fairclough listed the four fiscal notes: FN
(REV) (3/29/11); zero fiscal inmpact, FN (REV) (3/21/11);
zero fiscal inpact, FN (EED) (3/23/11); indeterm nate
fiscal inmpact, FN 3 (EED) indeterm nate fiscal inpact. She
noted a previous hearing (4/7/11) on the bill that allowed

public testinony.

4:09: 56 PM

Vi ce-chair Fairclough MOVED to report CSHB 104( EDC) out of
Comm ttee W th i ndi vi dual recommendat i ons and t he
acconpanyi ng fiscal notes.

Representati ve Gara OBJECTED

Co-Chair Stoltze WTHDREW t he notion

Representative Gara MOVED Amendnent 1 (27-GH1893\D.5
M schel , 4/7/11):

Page 3, following |line 8:
Insert a new bill section to read:

House Fi nance Conmmittee 15 04/ 12/ 11 2: 06 P. M



"* Sec. 4. AS 14.43.820, as enacted by sec. 5, ch.
14, SLA 2010, is anmended by adding a new subsection to
read:

(c) Not wi t hst andi ng t he eligibility
requirenents in (a)(2) - (4) of this section, the
departnent shall adopt regulations to provide for
the eligibility of a student who has attained a
general education developnent certificate, and
for waiver or delay of a portion of the core
academc curriculum requirenents in (a)(3) of
this section if that portion of the curriculumis
not available to a student at a public school in
the district in which the student resides. To
denonstrate hi gh academ c per f or mance for
eligibility under this section, the departnent
may require a student to

(1) provi de alternative m ni mum
standardi zed test scores established under this
section;

(2) conplete sone or all of the core
curriculumrequirements in (a)(3) of this section
after graduation; or

(3) provide a nmeasure of academc
achi evenent equi val ent to (2) of this
subsection.”

Renunber the followi ng bill sections accordingly.

Page 3, following line 24:
Insert a new bill section to read:

"* Sec. 7. AS 14.43.825, as enacted by sec. 5, ch.
14, SLA 2010, is anmended by adding a new subsection to
read:

(g) Notw thstanding the grade-point average
requirenents in (a) of this section, t he
departnment shall adopt regulations to provide for
the eligibility of a student who has attained a
general education devel opnent certificate."

Renunber the followi ng bill sections accordingly.
Page 8, line 21:

Del ete "Section 15"

| nsert "Section 17"

Page 8, line 22:
Del ete "sec. 6"
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| nsert "sec. 8"
Page 8, line 23:
Del ete "sec. 6"
| nsert "sec. 8"

Page 8, line 24:
Del ete "Section 12"
| nsert "Section 14"

Page 8, line 25:
Del ete "secs. 17 - 19"
| nsert "secs. 19 - 21"

Vi ce-chair Faircl ough OBJECTED.

Representative Gara explained the anendnent. He identified
the provisions as an "Alternative Pathway" to eligibility
for the nerit schol ar shi p. He elaborated that GED
reci pients, including sone honme school students, were not
eligible to participate, and sone schools did not offer the
courses required for qualification. He noted that other
states with a nerit scholarship program offered an
"alternative pathway"; scholarship eligibility for students
unable to neet the traditional requirenents.

Representative Gara cited page 1, line 16 of the anendnent.
He infornmed that the |anguage provided the Departnent of
Education and Early Devel opnent (DEED) the discretion to
i npose alternative academ c achi evenent measures equival ent
to core classes to ensure that the student can catch up or
has net the merit |evel of academ c standards.

M KE HANLEY, COW SSI ONER, DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATI ON AND
EARLY CHI LDHOOD DEVELOPMENT, responded to the anendnment. He
noted that the departnent already allowed exceptions to
traditional di pl onas. Diplomas were not required of
homeschool students; course requirenents, SAT or ACT scores
were sufficient. WrkKeys scores for technical education
students were accepted and CGED w thout requirenents or
restrictions.

4:14:19 PM

Comm ssioner Hanley continued that only three schools in
the state did not offer the core classes required of the
merit scholarship. The departnent did not want to punish
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students because the courses were not available. The
departnment had a two year grace period for the students in
the schools. He <concluded that an alternative pathway
exi st ed.

Representative Neuman reported that 10 percent of students
in Al aska were home school ed. He asked whether they had the
same ability as public school students to qualify for the
scholarship program Conm ssioner Hanley affirnmed. Hone
school students can verify that they conpleted the required
courses or use SAT, ACT, or WrkKeys scores as the sole
qualifier. Representative Neuman asked iif high schoo
students acquired credit for taking college |evel classes.
Comm ssioner Hanley replied that courses wth higher
standards than set for performance scholarships were
accept ed.

4:18: 05 PM

Representative WIson spoke against the anmendnent. She
agreed with the intent but did not want to make exceptions
at this point. She was wlling to closely nonitor the
results over the years and nake allowances as needed. She
trusted the departnment would provide the information.
Comm ssioner Hanley noted that regular reporting was a
requi renent of the |egislation.

Representative Gara responded to testinmony by the
commi ssioner that students were currently allowed to take
required courses during a two-year grace period after
graduation. He argued that the anmendnent put the sane
option into statute and allowed the departnment to set the
standards. For exanple, the departnment could decide to use
standardi zed test scor es, allow for cl asses after
graduation, or come up wth sonmething else. He did not
understand why the departnent opposed the anendnent.
Comm ssioner Hanley clarified that the nentioned grace
period was built in as the scholarship was inplenented over
the next two years; it was not a true grace period.

4:21:03 PM
AT EASE

4:21:16 PM
RECONVENED

Aroll call vote was taken on the notion.
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I N FAVOR. GQuttenberg, Neuman, Costello, Doogan, Edgnon,
Gara, Joule
OPPCSED: W/ son, Fairclough, Stoltze, Thomas

The MOTI ON PASSED (7/4). Amendnent 1 was ADOPTED.

Representative Doogan asked for «clarification of the
funding estimate in FN (EED) (3/23/11).

DI ANE BARRANS, EXECUTIVE DI RECTOR, POSTSECONDARY EDUCATI ON
COW SSI ON, DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATI ON AND EARLY DEVELOPMENT,
expl ai ned that the Education Committee added a provision to
fund the Al aska Advantage Education Grant (AEG but did not
stipulate a |level of funding for the program The analysis
section described what full funding would | ook Iike based
on the current year applicant pool [$6,969.6 nillion in FY
12]. She referred to the chart on page 2, of the fiscal
note. She explained that the estimates used were the sane
used to fund FY 11 Al aska Performance Schol arship program
(APS). Representative Doogan wanted an actual nunber in
order to evaluate the program costs. M. Barrans stated
that $1.1 mllion was appropriated for FY 2012. The program
existed for five years and was funded from a variety of
sources but never as a general fund operating expense. She
added that the legislature would determne the |evel of
funding. Representative Doogan confirmed that full funding
was estimated in the fiscal notes. Ms. Barrans affirned.

4:25: 27 PM

Vi ce-chair Fairclough recapped that the fiscal notes were
zero or indetermnate. Oher legislation was needed to
capitalize the fund.

Representati ve Doogan replied that he still wanted accurate
costs. He thought that whether the funding nechani sm was
split off or attached to HB 106 there was a cost.

Vi ce-chair Fairclough MOVED to report CSHB 104(FIN) out of
Commi ttee W th i ndi vi dual recommendat i ons and t he
acconpanying fiscal notes. There being NO OBJECTIQN, it was
so order ed.

CSHB 104(FIN) was REPORTED out of Conmttee with a "no

recommendation” and with two zero notes by the Departnent
of Revenue, one indetermnate note by the Departnent of
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Education and Early Devel opment, and previously published
fiscal note: FN3 (EED).

4:27:35 PM
AT EASE

4:31: 03 PM
RECONVENED

#hb183
HOUSE BILL NO. 183

"An Act relating to the Village Safe Water Act.”

4:31:11 PM

SHI ELA PETERSQN, STAFF, SENATOR ALAN DI CK, relayed that the
parties involved in the bill's creation determned the CS
was drafted correctly. The legislation expanded the
program provided a governing body for recipients, and
i ncl uded the community of Nenana.

LI NDSAY WOLTER, ASSI STANT ATTORNEY GENERAL, ClVIL DI VISION
ENVI RONMVENTAL SECTI ON, DEPARTIVENT OF LAW (via
t el econference), under st ood t hat al | uni ncor por at ed
communities were included in the legislation. She did not
have any further concerns.

Vice-chair Fairclough contended that the issue of the
status of tribal organizations was a constitutional issue.
She did not believe that the constitutional issues that had
been raised were included in the CS. M. Wlter responded
in the affirmative. Al |ocal governnments were included in
the bill.

Representative Edgnmon spoke wth DEC officials. He
confirmed that references to village councils and |IRA s
(I'ndian Reorgani zation  Act comunities) in the CS
strengthened the departnent's ability to procure federal
f unds.

Vi ce-chair Fairclough MOVED to report CS HB 183 (FIN) out

of committee wth individual recommendati ons and the
acconpanyi ng fiscal note.
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CS HB 183 (FIN) was REPORTED out of conmittee with a "do
pass” recomrendation and with attached previously published
fiscal note: FN 1 (DEC).

#sb102
SENATE BI LL NO. 102

"An Act relating to certain paynents nade under the
Al aska affordabl e heating program™

SB 102 was SCHEDULED but not HEARD

4:37:13 PM

#
ADJ OURNVENT

The neeting was adjourned at 4:37 PM
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